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How the Compensation and Characteristics of Top Manager Team

Impact Enterprise Performance
Zhao Rui

Abstract: On the basis of the agency theory, stewardship theory and distributive justice theo-
rys and from the aspects of compensation level: compensation structure and compensation gap»
this article describes how compensation impacts on enterprise performance- At the same time;
under the direction of the upper echelons theory; it discusses how the characteristics such as the
sizes age, education, tenure and heterogeneity of top manager team affect enterprise perform-
ance- This will help to open the “black box” concerning the compensation, team features and
enterprise performance; and further improve the related empirical studies-

Key words: compensation; TMT (top manager team); enterprise performance

Rk EE

l-'l:l‘ Ay 7}_ 73
“HEFR” EREXIREREN

TV R 2 B 2 e 2008 A - 50 AR SR B

PriffaegiFie, EHARMBUNMEERIRESBONERI KRNER TR R ER . 2 RIMEZ 00BN &= E 57
FEREAESE, X mBREUFFHREESE, R R T 77 E R A A BUN X E 5 R e B R ki BA
MARPER BOG OBMAT . TN P 7 R A RBUAS 5 HIH — S BOR R B & PR R RE

{EL 38 ] I A 1 B OO IR B LY 7 S SR AT 2 S o R B R . TRE R AR R R O S HE A
FHREESE, MERABUFEEESE, MEXMHREBERALZNFENZMI AT X5 </ L~ NFE RE

IR, “EAN MESTERAHIEE, BRI AW Em, « EABOR, TAMNK MBORGERAR, WA
MIERBOR LA BOAT AR, g TR A H SR R N R B AR S E P AR, 58 B LSS AR A
PR < EARBUR., NAXKRT MBORGERE. BIRECERAE BT e A RIMBAGE RN, BRI B m i) #
Wi tE R RO, A AT RETH R 2 IO BUNF (R R BB IR ISR, IR BI EIRBUNRY H A,

(BR  flg)
44



